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DETAILED ACTION 
Status of Claims 

1 . This action is responsive to amendment filed on August 29, 2008, where applicant 
amended claims 1,5,8,10,14,16,18,19,21,23,24,26. Claims 1,3,5-8-11,13,14,16,18-21,23-27 are 
pending. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 8/29/08 have been fully considered and are only partially 
persuasive. 

3. In light of amendments, the previous claim objections are withdrawn, and the non- 
statutory rejection of claims 14 and 21 is withdrawn. 

4. Applicant acknowledges that the input parser 902 of Liao performs "comparing extracted 
data...", however argues that the output parser 904 of Liao does not teach the "comparing" step, 
and therefore does not satisfy the limitation of "two or more attribute filters". 

In reply, it is only the input parser 902 that was relied upon to establish the "comparing" 
step. Liao teaches that the output parser performs the comparing step and has within it the 
claimed "two or more attribute filters". The parser performs lexical scanning (i.e. of extracted 
data) via pattern matching (i.e. comparing) which results in identifying multiple lexical token 
identifiers, (column 13 line 60 - column 14 line 15, and column 14 lines 34-44) The output 
parser of Liao is not relied upon to teach the comparing step. 

5. Applicant acknowledges that "it may be argued that the input parser 902, which 
processes input traffic and makes the queuing decisions, may inherently possess a set of events 
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that a subscriber is interested in receiving from publishers'", however argues that the output 
parser 904 does not have that feature. 

In reply, the amended limitation of where each "filter describes a set of events that a 
subscriber is interested in receiving from publishers'" is not taught by Liao. However, as 
acknowledged by Applicant, it may be easily argues that the input parser of Liao includes 
filtering the extracted data based upon subscriptions in a publish-subscribe model. A 103 
rejection is presented below. 

6. Applicant argues that Liao fails to teach "determining a quality of service guarantee for 
the packet; and selectively routing..." as claimed and as described in Applicants specification on 
pages 40-41. 

In reply, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., pgs 40-41 of 
Applicants specification) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are 
interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the 
claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Applicants claim language of "selectively routing" is broad and is simply interpreted to 
mean packet routing/handling (as taught by Liao, see column 2 lines 33-38 and column 14 lines 
40-43). The particular example given by the Applicant (at the bottom of page 10 of Applicants 
Remarks) is not read into the claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 1,3,5-7,14,16,18-20 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Liao (US Patent No 7,188,168) in view of Mutreja (US Patent No 7039050). 

9. In reference to claims 1 and 14, Liao teaches a method and apparatus respectively for 
routing packets in a network in conjunction with a quality of service guarantee, comprising: 

receiving a packet having a header section and a payload section (column 14 lines 34-36); 

inspecting the payload section of the packet in a network core as a prelude to 
routing the packet, the step of inspecting, comprising; extracting data attributes from the payload 
section; (column 14 lines 34-39) 

comparing the extracted data attributes to two or more attributes filters, and if the 
comparing step indicated that each of the two or more attributes filters is satisfied, performing a 
set of functions; (column 13 line 60 - column 14 line 15 and column 19 lines 5-25), 

determining a quality of service guarantee for the packet; and selectively routing the 
packet based upon the inspecting and the quality of service guarantee (column 2 lines 33-38 
and column 14 lines 40-43) 

(In the above citations, Liao discloses lexical scanning of a packet by the parser which 
performs pattern matching resulting in identifying multiple lexical token identifiers. The packet 
is then handled (i.e. selectively routed) by a routing device based on the identifiers. Liao 
discloses "policy based routing" which is equivalent to the claimed "quality of service). 

Although Liao does teach filtering, Liao fails to explicitly teach wherein each attributes 
filter describes a set of events that a subscriber is interested in receiving from publisher. 
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However, Mutreja teaches a publish/subscribe model where messages are routed based upon 
message subscriptions for the purpose of facilitating intelligent message routing to the 
appropriate subscriber (column 4 lines 12-34). A "subscription" is inherently an event that a 
subscriber is interested in receiving from a publisher. Furthermore, Applicants admit (in page 10 
of remarks dated 8/29/08) that it would be obvious for the input parser of Liao to include events 
that a subscriber is interested in. It therefore would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill 
in the art to modify Liao by including the publish-subscribe model as part of the attribute filters 
as per the teachings of Mutreja for the purpose of message routing based upon subscriber 
interest. 

10. In reference to claims 3 and 16, Liao teaches the method and apparatus of claims 1 and 
14, further including performing the inspecting step at a router in the network core (column 16 
lines 1-2). 

11. In reference to claims 5 and 18, Liao teaches the method and apparatus of claims 4 and 
17, further including propagating the filter to a router in the network for use in performing the 
inspecting (column 19 lines 40-47). 

12. In reference to claims 6 and 19, Liao teaches the method and apparatus of claims 1 and 
14, further including programming a router in the network for performing the receiving, 
inspecting, and routing steps (column 19 lines 40-47). 

13. In reference to claims 7 and 20, Liao teaches the method and apparatus of claims 1 and 

14. wherein the set of functions includes determining how to route the packet or whether to drop 
the packet altogether (column 14 lines 40-43). 
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14. Claims 8,10,11,13,21,23,24,26,27 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Liao (US Patent No 7,188,168) in view of Mutreja (US Patent No 
7039050) in view of Banavar et al (US Patent No 7,050,432). 

15. In reference to claims 8,10,1 1,13,21,23,24,26,27, these are claims that correspond to the 
above claims 1,3,5-7,14,16,18-20. Claims 8,10,11,13,21,23,24,26,27 are substantially similar to 
the above claims and are rejected based upon the same rationale as given for claims 1,3,5- 
7,14,16,18-20 above. 

However, Liao fails to explicitly teach subscription based services. Banavar teaches 
publish/subscribe based services that utilizes content based routing for the purpose of facilitating 
reliable message delivery (column 1 lines 27-34 and column 4 line 57 - column 5 line 12). It 
would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Liao as per the teachings 
of Banavar for the purpose of facilitating reliable message delivery. 



Conclusion 

16. The above rejections are based upon the broadest reasonable interpretation of the claims. 
Applicant is advised that the specified citations of the relied upon prior art, in the above 
rejections, are only representative of the teachings of the prior art, and that any other supportive 
sections within the entirety of the reference (including any figures, incorporation by references, 
claims and/or priority documents) is implied as being applied to teach the scope of the claims. 

17. Applicant may not introduce any new matter to the claims or to the specification. For any 
subsequent response that contains new/amended claims, Applicant is required to cite its 
corresponding support in the specification. (See MPEP chapter 2163.03 section (I.) and chapter 
2163.04 section (I.) and chapter 2163.06) 

18. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 



disclosure. See attached Form 892. 
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19. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to RAMY M. OSMAN whose telephone number is (571)272-4008. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ario Etienne can be reached on (571) 272-4001 . The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 



Application/Control Number: 10/613,996 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2457 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Ramy M Osman/ December 3, 2008 

Primary Examiner (Temp), Art Unit 2457 



